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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last Office 
action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim(s) 8-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling within one of the four 
statutory categories of invention. The Federal Circuit 1 , relying upon Supreme Court precedent 2 , 
has indicated that a statutory "process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be tied to a particular 
machine or apparatus, or (2) transform a particular article to a different state or thing. This is 
referred to as the "machine or transformation test", whereby the recitation of a particular 
machine or transformation of an article must impose meaningful limits on the claim's scope to 
impart patent-eligibility (See Benson, 409 U.S. at 71-72), and the involvement of the machine or 
transformation in the claimed process must not merely be insignificant extra-solution activity 
(See Flook, 437 U.S. at 590"). While the instant claim(s) recite a series of steps or acts to be 
performed, the claim(s) neither transform an article nor are positively tied to a particular machine 
that accomplishes the claimed method steps, and therefore do not qualify as a statutory process. 



1 In re Bilski, 88 USPQ2d 1385 (Fed. Cir. 2008). 

2 Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 (1978); Gottschalk 
v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972); Cochrane v. Deener, 94 U.S. 780, 787-88 (1876). 
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NOTE: Regarding the rejection of claims 1-8, please see the Memorandum dated May 
15, 2008, "Clarification of Processes under 35 USC § 101" which may be viewed at the 
following web address: 

http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/preognotice/sectionl01 05 15 2008.pdf 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-3, 5-8, 10-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Zlokolica ET al (Video denoising using multiple class averaging with multiresolution, University 
of Ghent, Belgium) in view of Eck et al ( US 2006/0072845) 

As to claim 1, Vladimir Zlokolica et al. teaches an image processing system for reduction of the 
noise and enhancement of edges in images of a sequence, comprising: a decomposer that decomposes a 
spatial image signal yielding slices of different content , the decomposition being based on pyramidal 
decomposition The wavelet transform compresses essential information in an image into relatively few 
large coefficients, that correspond to the main image details at different resolution scales, note that one 
level in the decomposition have been used for the sake of simplicity and time cost, page 5, section 3); a 
filter that temporally filters one or more of the slices for differently filtering the slices according to the 
content wherein one or more high frequency slices are filtered at a greater rate than one or more low 
frequency slices and (spatio-temporal recursive filter, based on multiple threshold filtering, see section 2 
and section 3 equation (7) and figure 2); a recomposer that recomposes the images of the sequence from at 
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least the temporally filtered slices (after all four bands HH,HL,LH and LL have been processed, an inverse 
wavelet transform is done which produces the output sequence , page 6, section 3). While Vladimir 
Zlokolica meets a number of the limitations of the claimed invention, as pointed out more fully above, 
Vladimir Zlokolica fails to specifically teach the differently filtering the slices according to the content 
wherein one or more high frequency slices are filtered at a greater rate than one or more low frequency 
slices. Specifically, Eck et al. teaches the use of Laplacian pyramid that leads to high frequency wherein 
The Laplacian pyramid representations . LAMBDA. sub.j are defined as the difference between the stages 
input representation and the copy thereof after passing through the reduction R and expansion E blocks. 
The "expansion" E here includes a resolution increase by the factor 2 (by inserting zeros) and a subsequent 
low-pass filtering (interpolation). In this case, 3.times.3 binomial filters are used for the low-pass filtering 
operations in the reduction R and the expansion E. The Laplacian pyramid representations .LAMBDA. sub.j 
accordingly contain the high-pass fraction and the Gaussian pyramid representations .GAMMA.. .sub.j 
contain the associated low-pass fraction of the resolution stage j ( paragraph[0013] and [0045-0047]; figure 
1 and 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use different filtering in Vladimir 
Zlokolica filtering process in order to reduce the noise in an input image I while at the same time 
maintaining the image details and the image sharpness. Therefore, the claimed invention would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention by applicant. 

As to claim 2, Eck et al., teaches the system of claim 1 pyramidal decomposition is 
one of laplacian or Gaussian (The resolution of an input image into a Laplacian pyramid or 
Gaussian pyramid is frequently used in medical image processing and is particularly suitable 
for use on image strips, paragraph [0014]) 
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As to claim 3, 13, and 18, Eck et al. teaches the system of claim 1 wherein the 
temporal filtering comprises adaptive filtering (in this method, which is referred to as 
MRGAF (Multi-Resolution Gradient Adaptive Filtering), paragraph [0004]). 

As to claim 5, Vladimir Zlokolica et al. teach the system of claim 1 wherein the 
temporal filtering comprises recursive adaptive filtering (A time recursive spatio-temporal 
filter has been presented in this paper, see section 2 and section 5). 

As to claim 6, 14, and 19, Vladimir Zlokolica et al. teaches the system of claim 1, 
further comprising a display device for displaying the images of the sequence ( video 
sequence, see section 1-2). 

Claim 7 differ from claim 1 only in that claim 1 is a system claim whereas; claim 7 
is a computer claim. Thus, claim 7 is analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claim 
1 above. 

Claim 8 differ from claim 1 only in that claim 1 is a system claim whereas; claim 8 
is a method claim. Thus, claim 8 is analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claim 1 
above. 

As to claim 10, and 15, Vladimir Zlokolica et al., teaches applying laplacian 
pyramid decomposition to perform the decomposition of the spatial image signal (section 3, 
page 5; see also Eck et al figure 5) 

As to claim 1 1 and 16, Vladimir Zlokolica teaches applying Gaussian pyramid 
decomposition to perform the decomposition of the spatial image signal (wavelet 
decomposition, page 6, figure 2,see also Eck et al paragraph [0044-0047])) 
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As to claims 12 and 17, Vladimir Zlokolica et al. teaches applying adaptive 
temporal recursive filtering to perform the temporal filtering of at least a portion of the 
slices ( adaptive filtering, 800, column 17, lines 45, column "18, lines 1-40; see also Eck et 
al figure 6). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to 
which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in 
which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 4, 9 and 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zlokolica 

in view of Eck et al and further in view of Brailean et al( Noise Reduction: Filters for Dynamic 

Image sequence: A Review) . 

While Zlokolica and Eck et al. meets a number of the limitations of the claimed 

invention, as pointed out more fully above, Zlokolica fails to specifically teach the temporal 

filtering comprises motion compensation. Specifically, Brailean et al. teaches the motion 

compensated spatiotemporal filtering where the addition of motion compensation to a non 

motion compensated filter does result in a new filter which helps the temporal correlation 

(page 1278-1281). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include 

the motion compensation of Brailean in Zlokolica temporal filtering in order to allow for 

the support of the filter to be increased in the temporal direction improving the filter's 
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ability to suppress noise without incurring additional artifacts due to motion(see section B: 
Motion Compensated Spatiotemporal ) Therefore, the claimed invention would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention by applicant. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NANCY BITAR whose telephone number is (571)270-1041. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (7:30a.m. to 5:00pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vikkram Bali can be reached on 571-272-7415. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Nancy Bitar/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



/Vikkram Bali/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



